Application No. 10/625.57W 

Reply to Office Action of August 21, 2006 

t? pm A RKS/ ARGUMENTS, 

2 20 06 Thec^shavebeena.endedtoove^efl.efc.na.rejection, is respect., 
allowance. . . 

. • « of Claims 47 and 49 under the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 
filler." Thus, the rejection of Claims * i anu 7 

s 112 is overcome as well. 

^provision, obviousne ss-^aouHep—^onom^^and^ove, 

newly cited J£^64 is respectfully traversed. ' 
notala yer — ^^^^^^^^ 



4 



station of the reference is proper and ft* the reference does show a laminate system m 
which the layer containing the stearate is not the layer containing the binder resin. Paragraph 
roonicontau^aascu^ 

^ discussion in paragraphs [0016] and [0017] is of the latter layer. Moreover, the working 
examples, designated as Practical Examples, do not properly teach or suggest the Cements 
recited in fte present claims; the products are different. Accordingly the rejection should be 

withdrawn. 

Invi ewofthe^ 

eamestly solicited. The Exanuner is requested to te^ 

changes are required in the case prior to allowance. 
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